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practitioners as to the soundness of the concepts put
forth in this paper.



The Probl em

By now nost of us are getting tired of the endl ess
attenpts to distinguish between the concepts of managers
and | eaders. Sone people have given up and used the terns
i nterchangeably. A review of the literature reveal s that
there is a wwde array of where people and institutions
stand on the issue. As an exanple, the US Arny includes
t he concept of managenent as part of their concept of
| eadership (Arny Regul ation, 5-1), while others I|ike
Shermer horn (1996) and Bateman and Zeitham (1995)
include it as a nmgjor function of managenent.

Why the wi de divergence? Wiy does the US Arny use
| eadership as the focal point while the business world
and acadene use texts such as those witten by Batenman
and Zeitham and Schermerhorn take a totally opposite
perspective. A nore inportant question is “Wat
difference does it make?” as long as the organization
acconplishes its goals and objectives. Through the years
as a mlitary officer, a small business entrepreneur, a
consul tant, and now as an academ c, | amstruck by the
continual |ooseness in the use of these terns. \Wen
addressing the issues with coll eagues, | often hear, "Wy
bot her, we still need to get the job done."

The answer | believe lies in the fact that there
continues to be a nyriad of managenent "How TO' books
publ i shed every year, an undeni able indicator that there
seens to be an unquenchable thirst to find the "gol den
bullet” that will solve organi zational problens. The
answer also lies in the apparent intrinsic feeling that
the long-termhealth of the organi zati on depends on both
managenent and | eadershi p even though many have a
difficult tinme in separating them out conceptually.



Renowned experts in the field of managenent and
| eader ship such as Bennis, Drucker, Kotter, Gardner, and
H ckman take their stand and wite book after book and
article after article trying to clarify the distinction
so others may follow a nore enlightened way of noving
organi zations to a nore viable future. Thousands of
consultants sell their expertise to managers and | eaders
who are struggling day in and day out just to survive.
VWho in their right mnd would not want the “Holy Gail”
that will provide insights as to how to maintain sone
senbl ance of controllable order in their organization.

Wth the changi ng | andscape of today's organizations,
there seens to be enough problens in determ ning whet her
an organi zation ought to be flat, nodular, organic, stay
inits traditional bureaucratic arrangenent, or sone
conbi nati on of each. There is little doubt that the
I nformati on Age and the dem se of the USSR have certainly
opened a new era for mankind. Thus, as the world gets
nore conpl ex and information gathering noves to real
time, the pressure to better understand the concepts of
| eader and nanager becones nore difficult.

Sorting Through the Conceptual Jungle

In ny dealings with many busi nesspeopl e and academ cs,
| hear the sane chant -- enough!. They say, and | tend to
agree, that there are so nany books on the subject that
one woul d think that new concepts on the subject of
| eader shi p and nmanagenent are being evolved daily. |
admt that | ama traditionalist and may not appreciate
the subtleties that the new gurus are espousing, but when
you see the plethora of supposedly new ideas hitting the
street, it is understandabl e why managers and | eaders are
approaching a nental brownout.

The answer | believe is tied to the use of our
| anguage and our fascination with heroes. In the case of
| anguage, instead of using a conceptual framework as the
basi s of understandi ng various concepts, old words are
gi ven new neani ng whil e new words are devel oped to
describe old theories or practices. | fully realize the
evol ving nature of the field of nanagenent and
| eadership, but at the rate we are going, those tw words
will lose their nmeaning due to the | ooseness of their
usage. As an exanple, the followng is a series of
definitions taken fromvarious textbooks used in the
United States.



Managenent Definitions.

e Aset of activities directed at an organi zation's
resources human, financial, physical, and informtion)
with the aimof achieving organi zational goals in an
efficient and effective manner. (Giffin, 1999)

e The coordination of human, material, technol ogical, and
financial resources needed for an organi zation to achieve
its goals. (Hess and Siciliano, 1996)

* The process of getting things done through the efforts of
others. (Mndy and Preneaux, 1995)

» The process of designing & naintaining an environnent in
whi ch individuals work together in-groups to acconplish
efficiently selected ains. (Wi hrich and Koontz, 1993)

As stated above, these are actual textbooks used in
today’s classroons in the United States and probably
around the world. Although ny intent is not to discredit
any of the authors’s of these texts, | do want to point
out the discrepancies that exist anong the experts in the
field. In ny opinion, Giffin includes all the elenents I
woul d expect to find in the definition of managenent. In
Hess and Siciliano’s definition, |I think relying on the
action of coordination as the full description of what
managenent is all about is msleading. It only reflects
one function of the nmanagenent process.

In Mondy and Preneaux’s attenpt, the term nol ogy
“getting things done” is too | oose and does not
adequately describe the field of managenent.

Additionally, they exclusively refer managi ng just people
and in today’'s information society, that nmay not be an
accurate description

Lastly, Wi hrich and Koontz, the use of efficient
operations without referring to an effective process is
again msleading. Also, | believe the use of the words
desi gni ng and mai ntai ning adds a degree of difficulty
that may not be needed. New students to the field of
managenment, now fix their conceptual franmework on these
concepts which may or may not be in line with the



traditional functions of planning, organizing, notivating
(1 eadi ng/influencing) and controlling.

When anal yzing definitions of |eading we find the sane
di l emma. For exanpl e,

Leadi ng Definitions.

» The set of processes used to get nenbers of the
organi zation to work together to advance the interest of
the organization. (Giffin, 1999)

* The process of directing human-resource efforts toward
organi zati onal directives. (Schernerhorn, 1998)

* The process of directing and supporting others in pursuit
of the organization’s mssion and goals. Hess and
Sci l i ano, 1996)

e The function of managers involving influencing people so
that they will contribute to organi zati on and group goals;
it has to do predomnantly with the interpersonal aspect
of management. (Weihrich and Koontz, 1993)

As was the case in the definitions of managenent, these
definitions also seemto conflict with one another. In addition,
they seemat tinmes to be defining the nanagenent process. One can
understand slight variations in the wording of a concept, but the
definitions for managenent and | eadership referenced above seens
to be beyond the reasonabl e variation one m ght expect. Wth this
seem ng confusion by experts as to the exactness of a workable
definition for each, it is no wonder that practitioners have
troubl e separating the concepts.

Wth this conceptual dilema as a backdrop, it is no wonder
t hat managers and | eaders trying to quickly solve problens in
today’ s business environnent are searching for a silver bullet
that will bring their chaotic world into sone senbl ance of order.
If this scenario is so, than one cannot hel p but wonder how nmany
of an organi zation’s recurring problens are the result of the
failure by nanagers and | eaders to use the inappropriate
techni que to address the core issue. Although this is not the
answer to all organizational problens, | believe that many of the
problenms will find easier answers by properly aligning one’s



expectations around the proper conceptual framework, nanely
ei ther the managenent or | eadership conceptual franmework.

The Conceptual Franmework of Managenent and Leadership

Thi s paper is not designed to be a priner on the
t heori es of managenent, but in order to draw the
di stinction between the concepts of managenent and
| eader ship the basics of each need to be addressed.

Managenent . As a baseline, it appears that Giffin, 1999,
conmes closes to the traditional concept of nanagenent. As stated
above, Giffin s definition is

A set of activities directed at an organi zation’s resources

human, financial, physical, and infornmation) with the ai m of
achi eving organi zational goals in an efficient and effective
manner. (Giffin, 1999)

Fol | ow ng the work of Henri Fayol (1949), who worked to devel op
princi pl es of good managenent practices, a generally accepted
process has evolved. Although sone of the categories may be
shaded one way or another, there is general agreenent in what is
cal l ed t he nmanagenent process. At Figures 1 is a schematic that
depicts this universal process that has evol ved from Fayol’'s 14
general principles.

MANAGEMENT PROCESS

PLANNING ORGANIZING
Setting the organizations
goals and deciding how to
best achieve them

Determining how best
to group activities and
resources, includes

MoTIVATING*

Motivating members to worl
in the best interest of the
organization. Involved in
managing and leading

ONTROLLING

Monitoring and correcting
ongoing activities to
facilitate goal attainment

* Some texts use Leading, Influencing



Figure 1. Managenent Process (POVC Model)

The activities outlined by Giffin capture the essence of
Fayol’s nmessage to us. That is, that all organizations,
regardl ess of mssion or culture, are joined to one another by
the universal process that 1is designed to focus the energy of an
organi zation in order to acconplish a conmon purpose. Mirphy
(1975) enphasi zed this point in a class of nanagenent students
when he forned a panel of a | ocal businessman, a hospital and
academ c admnistrator, and a mlitary officer. Wat Mirphy
asked themto do was to discuss one of the functions of the
managenent process as it applied to their organization. It soon
becanme obvious to the students that the concept of nanagenment was
not a busi ness phenonenon, but rather an organizational one.

The salient point is that due to a |lack of appreciation of the
robustness of the field on managenent managers and | eaders too
often start changing factors within their organization with
little regard to the effect on the other functions of the
managenent process. It is because of this | ack of understandi ng
t he robustness of the concept of managenent, that concepts |ike
| eadership are often confused with it. It is not that simlar
functions do not occur in each, but the root conceptual franework
is different for each and thus practitioners need to align their
expectations and their techni ques accordingly.

Leadership. Initially the point should be made that
we are usually addressing | eadership in the context of a
formal organization. The ability to discuss all types of
| eadership scenarios is beyond the scope of this paper.

As a start point, it is proposed that a better
definition for |eadership in an organizational setting is
Giffin s definition for nanagenent with sone m nor
wor di ng changes. Nanely,

A set of activities directed at influencing an individual’s
action within an organi zation with the aimof achieving
organi zational goals in an efficient and effective manner.

In this definition, the operative word is
“influencing.” The position here is that both the | eader
and the manager are striving for the acconplishnment of
organi zati onal goals as set forth in the various plans of
the organi zati on but each try to achieve these goals from



different platforns. To draw a definitive conceptua
wedge bet ween managenent and | eadership, Figure 2
graphically outlines the differences. The basic prem se
is that the boundari es between nanagers and | eaders rest
with the authority that gives themthat status.

In the case of nmanagers and mlitary conmanders, their
authorities rest with the legal status of their position.
Since there is a contractual arrangenent between the
enpl oyees and t he organi zation, enployees are willing to
conply with organi zati onal regul ati ons and procedures and
conply with the directions froma duly authorized person,
that is, a manager or in the case of the mlitary a
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Figure 2. Managenent vs. Leadershi p Mode

Commander, senior officer or nonconm ssioned officer. Under
t hese conditions, enployees have agreed to conply with
directed goals. Thus, although enpl oyees are achieving
organi zati onal goals, they nay be only conplying externally
but may not have internalized the goals as part of their
own val ue system

When enpl oyees internalize organi zational goals as a part of
their own value system (private acceptance), the individual who
i nfluenced themto do so has beconme their |eader. The dynam cs
of becom ng a | eader is beyond the scope of this text, but the



key point is that | eaders, commanders, and managers al
orchestrate the nmanagenent process. That is, in each case the
manager / commander and | eader are trying to focus the energies of
the people within their organization in order to achieve

organi zational goals. |In the case of the |eader, he or she goes
a step beyond and gets the nenbers of the group to take on the
goals as a part of their own value and operating systemwhile
commander s and rmanagers use organi zati onal power to affect
conpliance to stated goals.

Strat egi c Managenent Vs Strategic Leadership

Wth the distinction between managenent and | eadership in
hand, nanagi ng and | eading at the strategic | evel of an
or gani zati on can now be seen as an om nous task. Strategic
managenment is taught in schools of business as a set of
manageri al deci sions and actions that determ nes the |ong-run
performance of an organi zation. It includes:

a Vvision statenment;

e an environnental scan of external factors that will affect
t he operationalization of the vision;

e a strategic plan and policies based on the results of the
external scan in conparison with the strengths and
weaknesses of the organization;

e tactical and operational plans to inplenent the strategic
pl an; and

* anonitoring systemwhich will provide tinely, valid, and
reliable informati on by which to orchestrate the activity
wi thin the organization

As for strategic | eadership, we have to go to the U S. Arny
War Col l ege (USAWC) to address this concept. According to the
USAWC, strategic | eadership is defined as

Strategic | eadership is the process used by a | eader to
affect the achievenment of a desirable and cl early understood
vision by influencing the organizational culture, allocating
resources, directing through policy and directive, and
bui | di ng consensus within a volatile, uncertain, conplex, and
anbi guous gl obal environnment which is nmarked by

opportunities and threats. (Magee, 1998, ed.)



Revi ew of both definitions reveals that for the nost part both
definitions are quite simlar. |In fact if it were not for the
di stinction nade above between managenent and | eadership, one
could hardly tell themapart. One may argue that the strategic
| eadership definition includes influencing and therefore nore in
line with the distinction nmade above. Although this is true, it
al so includes the word directing which is nore in line with a
managenent thrust. It is because of this confusion that the
di stinction nade between nmanagenent and | eadershi p becones
inportant, especially at the strategic | evel where specific
t echni ques of achieving organi zati onal goals beconme critical.

| mplications for the Workpl ace.

Wil e the strategi c manager and strategic | eader are scanning
the external environnent for opportunities and threats, and
conducting internal audits to identify organi zational strengths
and weaknesses, each has its own focus in regard to the future

notivation of their enployees. It is here that the proverbi al
“Butterfly Effect” may beconme crucial in the successful
acconpl i shnent of the goals of an organi zati on. Regar dl ess of

how t echnol ogically oriented an organi zati on may evol ve, an
organi zation’s success is invariably tied to the people wthin.
to organi zations. The differences between strategi c managenent
and | eadership becone critical in termis of expectation of both
the workers and the managenent that direct themor the |eaders
that influence them

As with the butterfly that effects the activities hundreds of
mles fromits |ocation, the expectations of the people within an
organi zation systemcally effect the activities throughout the
organi zation. A blinding flash of the obvious, maybe so, but the
way people guide and act within an organi zation it becones
apparent that this | esson has not been institutionalized in the
deci si onmaki ng process or the expectations we have of our
manager s and | eaders.

One’ s expectation of the strategic manager should be that they
will find a viable direction for the organi zati on and establish
systens that wll get enployees to conply with requisite plans,
policies and procedures. On the other hand, one’s expectation of
the strategic leader is quite different. Here the expectation

shoul d be that the strategic | eader will not only try to
establish simlar systens to that of the strategic nmanager, but
also will find ways to influence people to internalize the plans,

policies and procedures.



The crux of the dilenmma, however, is that identifying
strategi c nmanagers is easy. Just | ook at the organizati onal
chart. Identifying the strategic |eaders is another matter.
This problemwas outlined by Bonvillian and Miurphy (1996) in his
nodel on a Systens View of Leadership. In Figure 3, the Venn
di agram depi cts three major factors that influence enpl oyee
behavi or in organi zations. The letter U represents the
organi zati on environment while the series of dots represent
possi bl e actions by an enpl oyee. Therefore the dots within
Circle A indicate those actions that are influenced by a | eader.
Simlarly, Crcle B depicts the influence as a result of the
organi zational infrastructure that includes such factors as
managenent style, organizational design, task specification,

i ncentive systens, and organi zational climte and culture.

A SYSTEMS VIEW OF ORGANIZATIONS

A = Leadership

B = Organizational
Factors

= Management style
Structure

Systems
5 Climate

C = Socialization

U = Organization

(C) R.MURPHY

Source: Bonvillian and Mirphy (1996)

Figure 3. A Systens View of O ganizations

Circle Creflects the individual’s own socialization baggage.
This includes personal traits fromtheir upbringing, schooling
and general |ife experiences. Wth this diagram it is quick to
see that a person’s actions may be the result of any one of the
maj or factors, or all of them Thus when goals are acconplished



in an organi zation, the major cause nmay be the result of good
| eader shi p, good organi zational conditions, the effort of good
peopl e with good work ethics.

Concl udi ng Comment .

Is the difference between the concept of managenent and

| eadership nerely an intellectual semantic exercise that is
not worth the time and effort to articulate the

di stinctions between each? The position of this paper is
t hat understandi ng the conceptual distinction between
managenent and | eadership is not just a semantic
intellectual exercise, but rather an attenpt to fine tune
peopl €' s understandi ng of concepts that critically affect
the success of all organizations. It is anal ogous to a
surgeon not knowi ng the difference between the skel etal
system of a human body and the circulatory system

Once peopl e have a better understanding of the realm
of managenent and | eadership, it is very likely that many
of the problens will find easier answers if the
expectati ons of managers, |eaders and enpl oyees are in
synch. This is not really a revealing fact, but when it i
tied to enpl oyee expectations of managers and | eaders, it
can becone a “Butterfly Effect” in an organi zation. That
is, where small variations in expectations can cause a
series of events that may prove cataclysmc to the
organi zation, or the reverse, a force that propels that
organi zation towards its vision.

S
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